
96-0486196-0589
Conso&.

caI'loCMion .,.. to .."nit. ..,.. OCher thinp. canNCtion of the coIlocat••
t••communication.~ to the Company'. equipment. It m8intaina that sud'l
casta a'" not iItcIUfIIed • part of RS Means C8tCu1.tiOnl of the cost of conltruding

.i,.......".,. cantr.' offices.

There are additianal incremental eaats MIOCiatecl with • multipt..t~ centr.1
office facility tNt •• nat inD.Irecl in a single-teNnt central office. The differences
betWIeft I linole-tan8nt and multiple-t...-rt environment inclUde the nllCl for regular
and emergency i............. for secondary t....m.. the need to 1llCUr8 .,..•• to
which coflocators dO not nave accea, and the need for • praper ventilation
environment far each collocation .pace designed to 8CCOmmoct.t. the particular
cotIocatora 8qUipment

Finally, th. COlO charge .tao cov.... the COlt of such item. as enginHring,
mllChanical and eaectrical work specific: to -=ommodIItin; the coIlocato(s P8ttic:ular
tetec:ommunication. equipment in Ita nnamiIIian ".... induding lighting in the
spac:ific collocation ..a, dedicated power , .........a-'" CO'I if
required, and construction of • security 8tton between the collocation ..a
Ameritech equipment. The Company asurta thet it ia entitled to recoup the..
additional costa.

Ameritec:h IIlinoia atructureel it COlO ch... on a nar.-racurring butl, in light of
the fact that ellc:h new cotlocaor M' unique equipment and tpacing requl...".,. Ind
thM COBO work il performed with thoM unique MIld. in mind. In .aclltion, linea t"..
is no guarantee that VKated space will be OCCI &Pied immediately by a new cotlac:atar.
the Company claiml that it ia appropriate for it to rwcov.. all rII ita CCMtI up-front.

Am.rit.cn IlIInoi. chou the costs a.iOQated with the 75th percentile of reporteet
figures becaus., in comperison to central officel de.cribed by RS Means, Ameritact'l
says it buildl high quality facilities. It also contends that the 75th percentile COlts more
appropriately refled an of t.... costl a.soci.ted wtth the construction of central office"
induding site work, equipment. and .-chitec:t and engineering f.... Pf'l:liecls
aSlociated with the 25th and 50th percentile do not include an of these COltl for ~ich
it Ihould be compensated.

In Company witness Quick's rebuttal testimony, he stateet that

"Accon:Iing to the 1995 version of RS Me.,s Building Con.trudion Co.t Data.
the 75th percentile floor area construction costs per sq. ft. for telephone exchange is
S167. . . . Thu., the tatal irMI.tment COlt for 100 sq. ft. of nat usable space woukl be
S167/sq. ft. tim.1 200 sq. ft., or $33,400."

The third "ement of the proposed collocation charges I. the tran.mi••ian node
enclo.ur. enarge. Thi. ch.-ge include. not only the incremental ccms of building the
actual collocation cage, but also maintenance, taxes and other recurring COlts
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auoct8d with the~ node enclosure itutf. n.."-coata ..i~ed
into a one-time cn.rge .. an accommodation t~ cu~ (,.,. thM, being c:t1a~
on a recurring Dut.). ArneriteCh Illinois says it IS WIlling to IICCefiII the "lit that it might
sutrw • toI. on custorMra who collocate physiC8tiy for men than the seven-year
period on which the ch8rge is based.

AT.T 11M Mel

AT&T and Mel claim that AlTlerit.'1 collocation pricltl .. not forward-tacking
beau.. tney are b_d on ita eutr8nt offtee~ - si"..e-t..,t central offices.
it il more likely. that Amerltech has purpouty avoided considering a hypothetical multi­t.,..,. office Dec8UH such a forwara-lookmg perspectNe would result in lower casts
and lower prices. They canclude that itl cottocati.., prices ana based upon embedded
plant and must be rejected as not forwIIrd-looking.

MC~ stated that tNt pnylicat coI10C11tion ch-a- C8MOt ~bIy be supported
by TELRIC ala. The Company stated INtt .......... in lIIinoil simply is not priced so
that a space tne size of an average "It-in ctout would rent for "3.11 per man"'.
This charge is only for the rental d the floor s,.. end doH not cover the one-time
construction chatge. Mel rna""", tMt AftWttIIch il prapoaing to dwge MW
entrants prices that would make a ,...1 .... egem in Manhatt., envious. (Mel Exhlbit
2.0 at SO).

As to the floor space oharge. AT&T and Mel note that it il baHd upon 1C-year-
old tNildtng coat data. AI Ex. 1.0. at 14. They atso took i with ita practice of
groaaing up the floor spece by charging a prtce for 200 feet of flaar feet when
only a 100 square fHt of lpace Is being provided to the coIIocator. Mel argues that
Am.itech's reasoning for "doubling" the amount Of floor 1p8Ca from 100 to 200 square
feet is inappropriate. Dr. Ankum stated that "Alt the modiftcationl tMt Ameritee:n Ii.,.
·ar. already inclucMaCI in the 1117 per squar8 foot cost identified by RS Means". Or.
Ankum further statecl that the '187 identifi•• the totattty of all casta for a .... foot of
central office space. lind there is simply no need to Ie--=" for any additlanaf coats
wher. it coneems the square 'Ht occupied by coIlocato,... AT&T and Mel argue that
Atneritech performed no Itudy to support its grossing-up practice, and contend that its
practice of dou&lliing floor space does not account for the sharinG of common SplaCe
between the catlocator~ Ameritee:n or the coIlocator and other conocators. They
also contend that collocators wiU not have access to most of the space that is added as
part of the ;toss-up. and cite as example. storage space and emptoyee facilities.

AT&T and Mel also disputed the Companys conclusion tNit tM high quatity
mat.rials and eonstNdion methods it used to build itl central afticea support its
selection of the 75th percentile -- the nighest COlt pe,cantUe - and applying it to
building construdion cost data. They argue that, other than the bald assertions of its
coUocation witne.s Mr. Quick. Ameritech Illinois has put forth no support for this claim.
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ThuI they canctude .,. AJMriteCh huprovided no ,..." far the Commission to
bet... tNt its c:entrat oftIoet ara canltructed at • ,evet fIf quality IIft/ dltfarent than any
other "lOC'I central offtc:es.

AT&T lind Met jointly recommend that Amafitach lIIi".· CO floor ... charge
be baNd on 100 square f.t of apaca,·and not 200; (Ii) tNt IN CO floor spec:a ctwge
reflect Medium Cost Central Offtces; and (iii) that tne monthly CO .,.. charge be
recateulated 13.... on the annual charge factor. supportect in the t..timony of Mel
witnn. Stal1cey. (MCI Ex. 3.OP, at 16). Mr. Starkey propoMCl price ceilings for aU tne
physicat collocation element.. His propos.'.~ included in Mel Ex. 3.OP, Attachment
MS (Revised).

As to the COBO ch.-ge, Dr. Ankum observed tMt ... the modlftGationl that
Ameritech recovers by this charge already .,.. inclloICIId in the per square foot
investment COlt identified by the Means Guides. (Met ex. 2.OP III 53-51). Thus. they
contend that the coeo c:I'\arII is superftuoua and that the Commiuion should
etimin_ it entirety. They'" mefnta,n tn8t the COlO cherge i. baMd an bac:kwatd­
lookin; data bec4Iu.. the st""ng point for the coeo ctwge il eunwnt II~enant
central office. They contend that the "oar sp_ ctwge should be based on the
medium COlt (50th ",cent''') fi.,.s in 1WUlll:lJt;_ C9It QI!I. They....,
that Ameritech h. not provided evidence to ........ its cNIim that Its central officeS are
of a nigher quality than oth« RaOe's and that thl Commiuion theNfara hu no .....
for utilizen; tne nigher cost figures. In addition, AT&T and Mel contend that the costs
necasury to make collocation safe, secure and usab'e (e.g. instalilltion of well. and
doors. locks Md keys. additional neMing and vemilation. etc.) are at, included in the
per square feat investment cost identifled in ..... C"""'WJi4Pl CD!tI Datt. Finatly,
tney propose that if the Commission orders a COlO ch...... the Commi••ion should
structure tne cn.rge of a recurring bUi., rather than as an up-front one-time charge.
They maintain that a recurrine charge mora appropriately would reflect the use that a
collocator receive. from collocation space. A non-recurring chargtt would c:ause
Ament.en to eam a windfall if a collocator vac8t•• its sPlICe earty•. lince collocation
space can be used by other new entrants or by the Company once it II vacated. (MCI
Ex. 2.2P at 31).

AS to Ameritech Illinois' transmission node enclosure charge. AT&T and MCt
urge that it should be reconstruded. They note that the COmpMy's methOd of
calculating a Net Pre..nt Vatue rNPV") for the tranlmislion node enclosure is a
mathematical impossibility: the initial Investment is firlt identified If"d tnen an NPV
calCUlation il done that results in a figure nigher than the initial investment. Mel
witness Starkey conyerted Ameritec:h's propoMd transmission node enclosure charge
into a more renanable forward-looking recurring d\arge. (Mel Ex. 3.0P .t 16).

More generally. AT&T and Mel allO nate that Ameritech'l prOPOled c:twges
inappropriately include labor time estimates r.'eted to space rMIrV.ion., orOering.
and cancellation charges. Dr. Anlcum recommended that space relervation and

" .. i ... i.... ...... ...... ._ .__ .. ..
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HfYiee-Of...... an-t- ... _led on one how of ...... time ....., which il
cen~ ntth am. only the llbor time involving an AlMritICh ...,.....matiy.
being~ shoutd be inclUOld. (Mel Ex. 2.OP • 11). CcniaWnt wtth tnat
recommendation, Mr. StatUy recalculated the ..... ....-vation and ...... orcMring
cnarge. to arrive at a mont ntaaonable.ltim•• of the forward-looking cast retated to
tt'I.- taskS. (Mel Ex. 3.OP, Ic:hecIul. MS-! at 2).

1I..ltion of ltaff

Staff~ thIIt Arneritec:h'S collocation coati a,.. "'11iYe. Staff noted
that the proposed monthly rentIII c::twge is equal to over 110 per .... foot per y.ar
for tM 1QO .... feet of central alf'1Ce space. Thi. compares to • maximum rate of
S2Q per lQU8re faat tMt tn. State of Illinois pays for prime affica apace in the ChicatO
loop. (Staff Ex. 1.01 at 2-3). swr also pointed out that the coeo ctw.. II ...-, to
S259.30 per SQUMI foot far the nImOdeling of 100 squwe feel swr concluded that it
is 'e'l apenlive to build • hospital than to~ a central office for collocation
according to Arneritech. (.lsi.. at 4-5).

St8ff aIao took issue with Anwitech wftneIl Quick"s determination of SJI'DU
square footage MCI hil condUaiOn' that 200 ..... feet of IP- il~ to
previaion 100 sq....r. foot of coIlocMiOn .-ce. (SWf e.. 1.02 at 1-1). swr ..
Ameritecn i. entitled to beca~ for (') 1M ...itionaI ... within the 81
office equipment room. including haltnys anet carridors, neanury to provide a 100
square foot coltoc:.tion node and (2) the COlts of proyiding the supports~ uHd to
provide such functionI .. hNtino, air conditioning, power and other rntIChanical
functions. Std wi."... a.pwin, 'M1tt*I trNIt, .... on his~, ., additional
square footage may bII required for support sP8C81...,ieh I. equal to 25%. TheAlfore,
Staff determined that an amount equal to 133.33 gtOIl square feet may be .,..-opna.e
to support 100 net squ•• feet. (Staff ex. 5.02 III 1-1). Mr. Gaaparin opined that a
gross-up of the net square foot fioure is an~_ methOd to recover these costs.

Staff proposed that the COlO charge should not exceed '17,300 for 100 ..uar.
feet of space, ba.ed on the RS Means data, plus an allocation of Ihanld and common
costs and the r.sidual. (Swr Initial Brief at 1.2). Staff fu~ prOPOlec2 that tn.
annual sqU8,.. foo" charge for rent should not ftceed 120 per square foot. plul
shared and common casts and the r••idual. Also, thOM charges lhould be reduced a.
appropriate based on the location in the state.

Comminion Analyals and ~nclu.lon
\

The Commiuion concludes thllt the ov.rall methodotogy utiliZed by Ameritech
Illinois to calculate ita collocation pricel il reasonable and consistent with 1M Tel"'C
methodology set fonh in the FCC Order. Although Ameritech Illinois neceuarily bMas
its cost on its experiences with sinal. tenant ,central officel and then reftects the
additional costs associated with providing collocation to a third party in itl pro~d
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COlO 8nd cNrgeI, thi. rat. d." is ,...,... .. ,..,... the best
pt•••ndy , ifMtian of the total' taM........ COlIS tna& Amlritecn
lItinoil Would ineur If it built • multi-t~ centra' offtoe tcdIy witt ... anady
included and reedy for 0C0l~ by particu. caltOC8tOrl.

In ctetIIrmining its recuning floats..- =-... Amerttech lllNiI relied on pet
square foot COlts for centra. offtce c:ortatruetlort ,...,ned in .. .. .'
QIII. RS Mean. .. . utilizes present coat information to
.stimate the square foot cost of building a talephona exchange in the current y... It
esttmet.s CDIIS baNd on ctuaI reported coati i,.",.. by contractors that have built
tat.,.none ...,.,... dUring the put 10~. ......,. then acljullS the.. figures"""'y utiliZing current COlti~where~. AT&T and Mel's ultimat.

==I:~~':.U:~~~:'~':-~~;D:~:
an the evictene:e ,.....,..., the Commiuion findl ·.lIJlf.la..rI!tIllJ;..~1II
pnwia. a "..,.r "I'for ......,.o:lCitMting the per toM coat 01 providing ftoor
space in a lingl.-tenant centra' office.

AT&T Met MeI'I ..,.,.,•• to compt.'y di....ow the grou-up ;s not supported
by the rec:an:t. By .UrnNtin; the.~ fIM:tor, they ptDIIIO'. to prevent Ameritee:h
Ifflnois tram reco~ng .......,.. poItion or the~intCOlts that it incI.n.
The AT&TIMC. ptQIIO_ waukf unc:lerC:aml*'lAte ~ee:n '"inois and cause it to
subsidize the local service offerings of its campetltors.

The u.. of • grass floor ... figure, rather than • net uubIe floor ... figure, is
rNaonable .,d consiatent with industrY practices. In.lId, the data supplied in RS
Means publication cM:Iul.. costa baRd on .. ... feet· of building ....
However, IItS MMna s.y. nothing .-ut the aMOunt of gfON splICe necessary to
support dedication of a OIl .,.. of 100 square feet to • callocator. a.cause the
space that Ameritech lUinaia is pricing is a collocation nacte that is 100 DIS square ,.
in siz., the only way to utilize tt'MI fitS Means' datil is to determine the corresponding
SIJ!!! squa,. foot ... required to furnish 100 nil squMI f..t of collocation space.

The other oe;eetions of AT&T, Mel and swr .... without mwil Amer1tec:h
Illinois' catculetions .. baaed an uperienca within the teleeommunicMlons indultry
and are c:arwistent with prevailing re.1 e.tate staM"". Statrl proposed grOll-UP is
inadequate and not IUpported by tn••videntiary recotd. Moreov•. AT&T and MCl's
argument With r••pect to access to support space is incorrect. Th. type of support
space that forml the Da.is of Ameritec:h Illinois' grOIS-UP is splice to wn.ch cot\ocators
will have access or which support functions neceuary for provisioning of collocation
space, and coIlOC8tOrI benefit from those items. They are all integra' components of a
centr.' otfiC8, such • ac::ceN halls, seNice equipment rooms, HVAC rooms, stairs,
.'.vators etc. Fin.lly, based on th. evidence provided by Amefitech lUinail, th.
Commission finds that Ameritech Illinois' has appropriately taken into acc:ount any
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sI'18I'ed ....~ mu.... coHacators. we~ .... AmerIlech Illinois' PfDIaO." to
groaI up the ftoor space by 100 IqUIlre feet to ...-unt few common .. sUllPOl't are.
is reasonable.

Nut_ tum to Ameritech illinois' claim that its use of high !UIllity materials and
. cortstruction methods juattfy s»ricing floor splICe baled upon the 75 peraantiIe which is

the nighest cast perc8fltile in· the Means luitGing Construction Cost CD guide. W.
concl.... that there ,a In in.uffieient .... tor this lapect of Am.-ttecn Illinois' cost
calculation. Ameritech Illinois' sot. support for thia claim ia tN opinion of ita witness,
Mr. Quick. (AI ..-..ual ex. I, p. , I). There i. no I"NIOn to t*ieve that Ameritach
Illinois' Cllntral afftces are constructed at a lewl of ..tty any diflwwn than any other
RIOC', central otIIc:M. The Commiuion .... with StIdf, which ~:
"Reliable industry estim'" of the cost of canstNcttng a new C.O. indicat. that this
e.timat. is high.- (S-.r Ex. 1.01, p. 2). WNn.-stiOMd during hewing, Mr. Quick
acknowledged n. nad no ball. for campanng the c:artIItr'uctio .-ity 01 Ameritech
central otftces to thIIt of ath. RIOe central ot'ftcH Ind, .......ore, could not conclude
that such offices ~,. constructed in a loww _ltv "*"* to thatof~. (Tr.
'573, 15_). 1l\uI, ..... Mr. Quick nor AfMritech .... fMde My showtng tNt
Amefitec:h's central aftIces may P"OJ*'IY .. termed high coet. we will ......... a
recalculation of 1M coati bliNd on the men ,...,... auurnption of the IMCIen
square foot etwgeI published by Means.

The Commillion rejects Staffs prapoul that the ftaar s,.. ctwge be capped
at $20 per Iquare foot per year, baaed on the rent that the State of Ininoil pays for
commercia' office I .... in ChiCIIQo. P4 AlMritech lIIinoi. ha. demonstrated,
cammercial offtoe s,.-.e is su..~ti.lly different lind I... expenlive than
telecommunications equipment space.

The intervenors' and Staffs objedlons to the COlO charge •• ;enet'8l1y
Without m.rit As we stated .artier in this decision, the general three-part methodcMogy
adopted by Ameritech IlUnois is reuonela. Therefore, it il ~priat. that Arnettteeh
lIIinoil recover a.-parate COlO charge. AT&T~ Met', suwestian that the type of
costs being recovered through the COBO chwge have alrudy been rllCDYer~

elsewhere is incorrect. Aa Ameritech Illinois demonstrated, the COlt. a.1OCiated with
the COBO charge .e tho.e incurred by Am8lit.~ lIIinoi. to accammoaate the
collocating customer within its central offices. The.. costs are in addition to and
distinct from t.... coats of lNildjnq the central office itsalf.

Although Staff recognizes that a separate COlO ch.-ge is proper, it also
objected to tn. amount of the charge. Staffs c:omparison of the COBO en.,.. to RS
Meanl data relating to central office construetion and hospital construction il
misplaced. Ameritech illinois did not use 8yilAina Cqnstruction CgtJs I;JItI in
calculating its COBO charg. because RS M••ns does not provide costing information
for multiple-tenant central officel with collocation space. The modifications to • central
office necelsary to accammodate multiple tenants are distind costs to Arneritec:h
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Illinois. ...... ATaT ..Mel nor .... hM ......., .. eviGence to reIaIt IN dIIta
utililad to cM:u1. the COlO charge. ,..,.,." the CortwniIIion 11tjIct. SWlrs
propoI.'. tMt the COlO charge be capped-' 117,300•• unsupported by the recorct.

AT&T WId Mel ..., o_.et to the COIIO charge being nan-fecurMg. This
oDjec:tion il baNd on a fU,.,.. "'i~ that. subNC1~ coIIocator will
be abl. to u.. a v.... cof1aeatton 'withOUt My -*"tion.' wotk be;"g performed
ott tN.-ca, Thalt is simply not IN caIe. Each coIlocator hal unique eqUipment Ina
specing requi,..".ntl IN'Id the COlO work thId ia pwfarmea is tailored to thou nMd•.
Moreover. th...il no .....rtt.. 'n" a ".... splICe wi" be imrnediataly oc:c:upiad by
• new collocator. ArMItt-=h Illinois i. not ,....iracl to lilt IPKIt sit ialy by if there il no
demand for colloutien .... In such • caM, the Ip" ft"I8V be reconverted for
another u... To Mlcept AT&T n Mer. PfOPOSIl that the up-front COlO coats be
rllCOYeIWd over time would mMn tNt Ameritach lIIinoi' would not be .,.. to recover itl
full caltl if a collocMor vacated its ... too loon.

Wtth respect to the trMlmisaion node ancI....., the Commission fI,.. that the
ca'culation w.. camputM ptepet1y. Mr. Pa.... .,.i* that it incluclect a. •
canwnience to c:ualomers certain recurring coltS ........ with the enc:to8Unl itletf.
w. also consider it .......,n- to c:I'WgI on a non-recurring belis. 'Nhfle other
recovery metnaol for the.. celts. suc:h .. collecting rec:urrtng costa on a mon1hIy
basi., might be rHlONIbte in concept, Am.-ftech '"'noil' propo.ad charge' ,....... the
molt convenient recovery method based on the record in thil proce.ding .nd is
approved.

The Comrni....n .... find. that Ameritec:h lIIinoil' charges for lpace raservalton
and ordering ar. r••sonable and supponed by the record. AT&T and MC' h.ve offer'8d
littl. more than conclusory statements th.t the.. charges are excessive.

M. Power ConsuirnptiOft Ch...

Ameritec:h IIIinoil impaRl • poMtr consumption ctwge to coyer coati that the
electric utility impoRl, al well • nece...ry items IUch • baCk-up bMteries and
gen.rators, and Inti ina""""" cost for ventilation. It submitted testimony and data
which it elaimssuppot1 the.. figures.

eel objects to Ameritech Illinois' pow.r consumption charge, claiming that it h_
not supported itl proposed 'ates. CCI claims that its rate il unr.asonable, According to
eel witness Pence, eel was being ct'targed 12.00 per Ifne, per month for poww
consumption in the collocation space. (eel ex. 1 at 7). Mr. Pence fur1tw stat" that
tne $2.00 charge Is. calculation lind believed that the rate was actually $7.• per fuse
amp.

Mr. Pence st.ted:
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''What I did to CIIIauI.'. thi8 is I went '** and aetuellr putted a Dm from
Arnerit.cn and hit bill bre8kS"" each piece pM....., and irDuaed in ,..was
for. digital loop c:IItrier. was 110 times the 17.". And myu,.,.~ from _in;
with Amer1tech that 110 i. ttw rating, the fUM amp rating on th8t equipYMtnt that
amounts to. I don't have a calCUlator nere in front of me. bUt that digitat loop carrier
equipment nandle. 672 lines.

So. if I tllke the 180 timn the $7.91 and divide that by 672, you actually get
$2.15 or 52.". or SOIMthing like tn.." (Tr. 1537·1531).

During eroa. -..nin8tlon of ~itec:h wttnes. Quick ~ing the ~r
consumption charge. that were idMtlfted Md addntlMd by Mr. P.... Mr. Quick
stated that he wa. un..... of the poww consumption chargea. (Tr. 1611).

In rnpon.. to the~ conaumption c:twge., ArMrttect'l witn... Palmer
justified tne c:h8rges Dy ""'iftl that the ch.-ge not only inc:lua. power
con-..mption, but .'so i~ the coat of g...tora. redlf*s. b...... ... air
canditioning. He further ....iN that. an calculating the p« line charges. eel Ihaukt
divide the total power COIte by the total cirCuit capecity avail'" ,..,.,. tnan dividml
only by the number of circuitl crou-eonnected. (AI Ex. 3.1 at 31-31). Mr. Quick ...
discus... the chIIrg•• for rMCNIftical, eleclriCil lInG .r conditioning, but ral.. thole
charges to the COBO charge and not the power consumption chargu. (Alb. 1.0 at
17 &23).

Staff pointed out that purauant to Ameriteen1s power consumption c:twgea. a
new LEe couad be ctwged IGD.OO per square foot per ye. for powtIr. (Staff Ex. 8.02
at 10). Staff suggested that the pcMIeI" consumption cNIrge. should be baled ~ usage
and not .-r-circuit c.-:ity of the equipment located in the cage. (Tr. 211 1).
Regarding the power consumption c:twgea, Staff proposed tnat Ameritech ,"ould be
direded to r..'cu'•• those chwge. and either provide a cost an 8 per-unJt tHlsis.
Which is measured far the power consumed, or reduce the charge to • squ.... foot
ba.is, which clOHly mirrors itl actual charges. Usn.

Commission Analyai. and Conclusion

\18.. Wi..,.· tfttIt Anwttech IIUnai. ha failed to justify the level of its power
consumption chargee. We note that when Mr. Palmer analyzed the power con~ion
charge. paid by Sprint .,d AT&T. he concluded that the.. companies paid a cost
equivalent to about 10.25 per line. (Tr. 504) Thu. CCI is paying a price that is eignt
time. gr••ter than the price other competitive carriers are paying for power. we dnct
Ameritee:n Illinois to recalculate the en_ges along the lines suggested by St"'.

On a separate matter. we note the testimony of Mr. Pence regarding eN"••
as••ssed by Ameriteeh illinois When loops are not available to meet competitors'
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......... we find IN~ an thil metW.to bei~ to ,.."., • decision. We
sUile. that eel file I ..,... complaint for i""""'ion of thil ilsue.

N.. common T........rt

Position of AlMritech Illinois

In the course of tni. proceeding, Ameritectl IUinoil propoled to offer ttYH
intarotrace tr.nsport options: 1) decfic:ated inttlf'CJMce tr8nIpOtI; 2) Inared transport; Ind
3) Shlred Comp."y Transport. M deacrtbed by Mr. O'Brien, dedicated tranapott
provides an i",..,mce tr.nsmissian flaifity that t.~ to • single provider.
Sha'" tl1lnaport providel • dedk:atad tl'aMfftillion f8Cility Which two or men carrier,
agree to sn.r., with the price paid by HCh C*rier being • function of how many
carri.... ag.... to share I given facility. Under Shared Compeny Transport, carriers
!My obtain snared transport services m8ki"l u.. of dedicated facilitiea Itwed with the
Company. Under this option, • CM1- ." specify MY ".,.,..., of trunks up to a total of
23 to be acti,,"" between any two Anwiteeh .... ",.. r:am.s CM pay for
these facilities baed on either a fl. monthly c:IWge tn. is 1124th of a DS1 rate for
Ud'\ trunk or under a u••ge·...,sitive option.

Ameritech Illinois contendS tNt ttwa il no ,.... diIpute conc.ninI the
adequacy of the.. options. The ..... dispute in this prac.e" ... with wtIether the
Company is obligated to offer a so-called -common transparr option. The Commiuian
"'as alse reviewed this option in the Checklist procHding, Docket 95-0404.

Ameritech Illinois tllke. the palftion that common u.nlport il not a network
element and is therefore not r..urect to be off.,.d a. P-' of Ita unbundted local
sWitcning. It says that the common t,..,spott aptian sought by ATaT, Mel, and
WorldCom amounts to undifferentl.... u.. flf the public switch network where such
transport is not unbundled, is not dadteated to • camer, and like other MtVic:e., is
comprised of multiple functionaltti...

It claims that the T"ecommuniCitionl Act defines a network element a.''fIIcility
or equipment used to provide telecommunications service. A network element allo
inclUdes featuras, functions, and capabilities tnat are provided by such facilltl. or
equipment. . . ". (At Ex. 2.1 It I). It further state. that, in order to obtain a "featur.,
function or capability" as a network "'ment. the requesting catTier muat designate a
discrete facility or equipment in ......nce far a pettod flf time. The CQfnPMy daliml that
this definition requires access to a particular facility or equipment. Amaritech witness
O'Brien stated:

"It doe. not support an interpretation th•• a requesting carrier can purcha.e
undifferentiated aeeess to netwof1( alpabititiu, without purchasil'g access to •

. particular facility or equipment used to provide telecammuniClltions service." 19.
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Anwi it'" Iltlnail ct8itrt1 that obtIIin;"g on Qemand u""""""u_ of tM
f\n:tionI and ~1tIesof the public switched~ il the pun:heIa 01 I -.vice,
nat access to • network~. It further statal that the FCC noteet.

''When interexehange carriers purc:hele unbundled elements from inc:umDentl,
they are not purchasing exchange access HNic:e. They.. purcheli"l a dfffwent
product, and that product il the right to exctuaive -=ess or u.e of the emi,. e."ent."
AI ex. 2.1 at 9. It cit..., C.F.R. I 51.317 which defines U"bundted Iccal transport as
Htrantminion fecittttea dedicated to a particulw cuatomer or~, or shared by more
tn., one cuatomer or c:errie~. Ameritech argues tNIt nothing in this definition
ccntempl•• the common transport option. sought by the axc•.

Amerttech m,nois fur1h. contend. that common tr..-part, • delcribed by the
IXC, and otherS inthi. proceeding, is not consistent with Section 271 (c)(2)(v). at claims
that, based on thia funaementll' premi.. of the HCtJon, 'OCII' transport mUlt be
unbundled from swttcninCi or ottw services. (lei. at 11).

The Com..-ny argues tnat cammon transport ........ments propo••d by the
tXCs pose no riM of underutilization of the network In connat witn the FCC's view of
netWork etementa u giving purchuers the rigf'lt to uclulive accen or use of an entire
eternent. (FCC.Orftt. t351).

Mcnav.,., Arneritech Illinoi. stat.. the Commission should continue to defer thil
issue to tNt FCC ana, in the interim, approve its..ms. VVtwn tN FCC f1tIOIVeI this
issue, Ameritech wm make modifications to itl tariff, If "..uary.

Final'y, Ameriteeh dispute. the concern of Staff and AT&T that IXC. may nave to
conltruct .,ensive routing tabl.. to send ..... traffic to new LEC. usi,. the
transport options. It taluts the polition thIIt IXC. raute tmrie tod-.y far popul. business
services such as MegaCom, which used dedicated connection' between a customer
and an IXC. Since accelS trdic can be screened to utitize Meg.Com-type services,
the same technology could obviously be used to route access tr.me to new LEes.

Positian of Staff

Staff contenda that common transport is a network element b8Hd on the FCC
Order and the Acts definition of a n.two,. element. (Staff Ex. 6.0 at , 1). Staff further
pointed out ..... the FCC Order requir•• incumbent LEe. to provide accan to
interoffiee tranamission facilitie., which includel common t.-..port. OL at , 2).
Because common trMsport is used in the transmission and provisianing of service,
Staff contends thld common transport must b. a network element. StIItf further M'gUe1
that no teennical con.traints exilt which would prevent Ameritech from providing
access to common transport. On the other hand, It a..... that there .... technical
concerns which may preclude an IXC from using the transport options currently offered.
Staff cite. to Its crosl-examination of AT&T witne.s Sherry, where he t••tified that
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___ a ULS proviGer~ a trunk pott .. d tr.........." ..... IXC then
must rNIke routing clllciaianl • to ........ to roul ~ -=-s MI'Vic:n
or to 'twlXe·' dediC8hICI transport and dedlceted tn.rIk part b••• on the d.... digit. Mr.
Sherry cI.rned that this kina of routing woutd be similar to th.t prescribed for long-term
number portability. and could take at ·Ie.t two yMtI to implement

AT&T Ind Mel

AT&T Md Mel state that Ameritec:h h.. ,..ted to provide common tr1anSPOtt.1 a
network .,..".nt, t"ereby giving carrier. the ability to send traffic over trunks with it or
any other carrier, and to be cnargeel on a _ minute-of-u.. buia for that traffie.

rn.v noted that during AT&T's arbitrMtan proc.eding with Ameritech,C~
witn... Mayer lpec:iftcally ..eel that "AINritech'l common trMaport is, by definition,
sNired by III us.. of the network. as well. by AIMrttech itletf." (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 3­
14). AT&T.. tn-lifore, did nat list cammon traneport • ., urn.o:WICI i..... in ttw
.rtJitration proc:eedlng. ua. at 11-20). In November 1_, • the wbitration proce.dlng
came to • CiON, Ameritech reneged on Its carnmitrnant. <JsL lit 15-20).

AT&T and MCI not. that common transport i. an e..mial network eIeITIMt
wnic:n il vital to U,. vi.,ility of the Platform. They strnl .. common tIW'IIport •
definec:i by S~ff and aU Intervenors is technically f ible. (Tr. 1722-1724). -.i*Ih
•• ordwed to provide the Pldorm (can ;,. of ~ I.... the network
interface device. locat switching, (i.••• COftWnOn) traneport ~ dediclt8d
tranlpOlt, signaling~ &3t1-reI.ed dabl ba..s, and tandem switching) by the FCC in
its Or. anct by this Commi.,ion in our WhalesaleIPlatform Order in Dock... 95­
0458195-053. AT&T and Mel straM the importance of the P111tform .. a rnatketentry
device that is prefe~b" to r••al. tHK:au•• it allows • CLEC to dihrentiate itl offerings
from thOH of Ameritech, and to charg. rates that are campetitiye with the ILEC. (ATIT
Ex. 7.0 at 28).

AT&T and Mel contend that the Company's transport propoH.' viofate the Ad
and the FCC Order. They comment th. the FCC Order require. ILEe., including
Ameritech, ta "proyide interoffice transmission facilities an an unbUndled ..is to
requ.sting carriers." (FCC Ord.r '439). Fun"er, the FCC stated that "section
251 (d)(2)(B) [at the Ad] required incumbent LECs to provide acces. to shared
interoffice faciliti•• and dedicated interoffice faeilities'" (FCC Order t ~7). Th. FCC
Order ct.arty .xplalned the differenea between "exclusiv. use" lind "shM'ed use" of
network elements, thereby clarifyin; that shared facilities would enc:ompas. cornman
transport and conclu.iv.ly e.~blished common transport I' • network elemenl FCC
Order' 258. Tn. FCC rul.. also established unbundled shared transport (27 C.F.R.
i51.319(d)(2)(i» and set proxy ratas for shared tnlnlpOtt on a minutas-of-u•• b••is.
§51.513(4); FCC Order t 822.
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ATIT ,...... .. c:omman~ is • network _nwnt Md identifi.. tne

FCC Mt8ment """"inI ~nsport tn. S*-I:

"For lame """'s, .......t" the loop, the requesting C*l'ier will· pun:h...
excIu.i"e 1ICCe. to the ...".nt for • splCific ,..riod, sucn •• a monthly balla. Camers
seeking other ...".III, ...ielly ItW'ed fMilitie. suct'l .1 cammon transpon, are
.s,entially purc"'a.ing acce" to • functlon.,ity of the incumbent's facilities on •
minute-by-minute basil." (FCC Order 11258; ATITEx. 8.1 It 2).

AT&T responds to Ametitact\'. cantantion thM cammon transport is not •
network element tteeaw.. it c:amtMNa funclianalitin, by~"' other unb-..ndled
local switching~s that alllO CDlftDine functIONliti... AT&T.,.. example, for
local switcning which .... include signaling and da.ase.. It further poilU out
signaling v.tlicn atso requires ••soci.ted links and signal tr.ns'er points. Further,
AT&T cite. Section 251(c)(3) which makes -.plicit thM:

"An incumbent 10Gll -aIw9t CIITier INti provide such untIundlea network
elements in a m."ner that ,,'ows raquelti", C*Y'ierI to combine sl.lCh eIementI in order
to provide such telecommunicltionl service". (Id. at 4-5).

AT&T and Mel cantered·"" AlNtiteeh'l unbl.mGlecI ., ........ (·UL'r) tariff
is inconsistent with the FCC Order and the common un....tanding Gf sh.-.d tranIporl
They refer to Ameritec:h's shared tnInIpOI1 propoll.'. aa nothing more tMn .n option to
purchas. dedicated trwwport. FIrst. AlMritech's own tariff s"" that its "Shared
Carrier" option define. "shared transport" as "dedicated to • group of two or more
carriers." Moreover, its ..Sh.... Company" aption ia nathing more .., an option to
purchase dedicated transport down to • DSO level. It will not make a"ailable the fuU
functionality of its transport facilltiel with • CLEC .nd CLEC traffic will not be earned
over its existing, switched network, but on dedicated facilities.

They point to the filet tNt the Indiana and Ohio Commiuionl already ha".
required Ameriteen to prOVide ""arllCUcomman transport on a per-minute of use balis
as part of the AT&T/AmeritKh In~nectfonAgI.ements. (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 21).
Further. the Michigan Commission ordered Ameritech to provide common transport that
could be shared by both new entrants and AmeritllCh. (!!U. The Wisconsin
Commission hal allo ruled that Ameriteen provide common transport •• a network
element. (~at .').

AT&T and Mel allO listed numerous fl.s and inetf'tciencieI in Ameritach's
sn.red transport prOPOS.tl. For e-.mple, its propo.... result in the unn8C8II.i1y
duplication of faciliti... (Mel Ex. 1.0 at "). Furth., its tranapott proposalS would
caule congestion and a single point of failure for CLEC cal. at ..,. tandem switch.
(AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 22-23). Finally, they note that AmeritKh's traMport propos.'s are
prohibitively expensive and make a ClEC's use of the pletform economically
impossible. (Mel Ex. '\.0 at '\ 8~ Mel ex. 2.2P at .9-50).
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For all of ..... ,...",.. AT&T Met Mel ...ttl.. ArMritect't .......... requited
ta undertake. cost study for true common~ Md to lII'OVide cammon lr-.port
• I natwortc etement on • minute-af-usa b... Until the Commission .... a
pel'rMnent ,.. for com"*, 'Nnsport. theV rec:atflll8nd thIIt~ Commiaaion approve
AT&T witne•• webbet'l propoMd interim d 10.001M par minUte of use. b...a upon
his .".Iys;s of Ameriteen'. Iocat nn..-t MCS termination TELAIC•.

WDfldCom

WorIdCom It'" tNt ttw FCC Order u.s common t~ Md shanKt
t,.,.port int.chMgNbty enG .......... conwnon tranaport • • ~ork element
Also, it points to the FCC Order at 112- re.lrding common transpott being I netwcn
element.

WoridCom f1.Irttwi~ that • numDllr' of FCC praVisionl provide far this
tran.port option, 'The CompMy· stat.. that th_ include the definition of the ULS to
indLtde .11 f••ures Mel funcItona, indud"CI functioN i""" to eatl rautIng.
WorfdCom further contend. tNt.~.. the ULS provides i.. purcha..... right to
UN the switches' c:.11 rouing i"struc:ttonl, it "... inc:IuGe the right to UN ....
network to which they point. AlIO, WarldCom that the FCC defined the ULS to
include trunk pons •• ..,.,.. relOun:le ~ the twitch. no dIf..m tNn tM IWitcning
matrix itself. (WortdCom Ex. 1,3 at '''''1). Its wt.... Gillan further pointlld out thId lit
Ie.st flveRIOC, orr. • cammon t~ aptian which include Pacific hll,
Southwllst.-n Bell, Bell Atlanlic, Bell lauth, and NYNEX. UIa. at 11),

Commluion ANIysIs .nd Conclusion

We c:oncIude tNt ArtwittId1 lliinoi. il ......irad by the Act _ ttw FCC
regulations to provide unbunctted lacet transport to requesting cam... Unbundling of
local transportlinteroffice tranlmission f.cilities is required under Section 251(c)(3),
and it is • separate "competitive c:hecIdist" it.m under Section 271. (47 U.S.C.
§271 (c)(2)(B)(Y». The FCC concluded tn. -incurnDent LEes must provide interatfica
transmission facilities on an unbundled basis to requesting carriers," (FCC Order ,
439).

The FCC in itl regulations hal defined interoffice tr.,smi.sion f8Cilities al
follows:

[l)ncLIt'nbMt LEe tran""'uion f.lities iIIIriISIi to a
PM". cultot'nw or carrier, ..... by men then aM
customer Of carrier, that provide telec:ommunieations service
between wire cent.. owned by incumbent LEe. Of
r~sting telecomn'U'tications carriers, or between
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.¥litctws owned by incumMnt LEC. Of' requesting
t_cammunieationl earners.
('7 C.F.R.151.31I(d».

Amerit-=t't lIlinoi. is further required to provide, in 8dCSitiOn to .xclusive u.. of
dedicated interoffice trMsmislion fadUties, "u.. of the fRtura., functions and
ca_liti•• of interoffice tnansmi.sion flciliti.s sh-.d by mara than one customer or
C*Tie(' and to provide "all t.chnically fuliele transmission hlciliti.., ,....s,
func:tions and capabilities that tM reque..ing t.leCOmmunicatiOnS carrier could us. to
provide telecommunications services." (47C.F.R·IS1.31I(d)(2».

As Is the cae with .U network .tament., the FCC's regulmionl provicM that an
incumbent LEe -shal' not impo•• limitatiOns, restrictions, or r....irement. on request.
for, ar the u.. of, unbUndled netwcrk .,ements that would impei, 1M "lIty of a
requesting ·tefeccmmuniC8tians c.rier to offer a telecommunication. service in the
manner the requ••tlng telecommunications camer intends,- (47 C.F.R. S51.3QI(a».

Thi. Commilsiot'I ...... with worteICom, AT&T, Me, and Staff ... findl tNt
Anwritech minai.' pcsition on snar'ltd trensport is inconsistent with the FCC's Order and
with the common understanding of shwed tr8MpOft, lind would raiH yet ItiCIItW
bani.r to entry by new competitors. The FCC, first of an, plainly contempillted the
provision of common tranapott by the incumbent local exchange ,*".,.. DllCUUing
its concept of unbundled elements .s physical facillti.. of the~rk together with the
fNtures, functians, and capabiliti•• asscciated witht~ f.clitias, the FCC abMN8d:

For some etemeMts, especially the loop, the requesting carrier will purchase
exclusive ac:cess to t.... .lement for a specific period. such a. an a monthly baai•.
Carrier. s.eking ather elements, especially In.. flCjijtjt"uch. cornman trInMOrt,
are essentially purchMing acce.s to • functionality of the incumbent's facUities on a
minute-by-minute bais. (FCC Order, 251).

MoreoverI in its mo,t recent Order and Rules an the implementation of the ICCIII
competition provisions of the Federal Act of 199&, the FCC clearly identified shared
transport as transmission facilities shared by more than one carrier, induding the
incumbent LEC. (Se., FCC Third Order on Reconsideration at AppendiX A, Section
51 .319(d)(1 )(il».

Th. FCC', ,.",.rtc. correspond to the cammon understanding of the term, and
confirm tnat shared/common transport is a network .'ement required to be unbundled
to satisfy tne requirements of S.ction 251 (c)(3).

Ameritech does offer an altematlv., but it too is inconsi.tent with lh. Act.
Ameritech Illinois has stated two altematives: its "Shared Company" option and its
"Shared Carrier" option. Bath of these options amount to nothino more than variations
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of dedicated~ Firlt•• cWinea in AmeritIIch'I __I AlMritech's Sn....
Carrier option ........ ...... tran.port _ "dedicated to a ....... d two or more
carriers" whO, •• group, must order an entire f8cility. Under AmatiIech" new "Shared
Company TI'1IMPOf1" offering, a· requesting CLEC C8n purcn.e • DI·1 or I....,. trunk
under the ..me t.-ma '1 let forth in Ameritec:hls original Snar.d C";. Transport
propoul. In otI'W wards, the CLEC CM PUret-M dedicated~ fllciliti•••ncI. if it
choo..a, It't.... ttws. f8CiNties with other CLECa. AlNritec:h wautd alao allow. CLEC
to order up to 23 01-0 levef trunka an a 01·1 tru'* betMlen two Amerit8ch end offices.
"'e DS-o transpoI1 factlties wauld be cMdated to the CLEC and would hIIv. to
termi".. at bOth ends on .....ted trunk porta .......ety purchaMd by the CLEC. If
the CLEC deair. ,... iNn 231UCh trunks, it wauIc:S be required to 0f0Ir. dedicated
OS., faciJity. The CLEC would pay for the trunk porta at a fixed monthly rate of 1124­
of tn. DS..1 trunk port ctwoe far NCh .aiva" tn.Ink. The CLEC would allO pay for
the tranapol1 at either Ca) • flat rate per Kliv•• trunk ..... to 1f2.- of the 05-1
monthly rate Of (b) a u_ •.,.itive rate baled on minutes of use.

The Commission finds that Atneriteeh'. ULT propD'" il inc:ansistent with the
FCC Order Md with the common unclerltandin; of Iharect tranapotl The Commialion
views Ameritw:h'..... prcfIOlI' aa simply an option to purchaIe dedicated tnlnsport
down to • citeuit.,<ircuit, or DU, laveI, and not an opIan to~ true ItWIId
transport. The Commi.-n notes that AmerittlCh witn8II Gebhardt. hal deICrit:MIcI ita
modified pr..... • "...... nnspotl swvicel at 1_ than the DS-1 ....It

Amerltech ex. 1.•, p.• (..........). AI with Its 0fiINI ULT pra,o..I, AtnerbCh
will nenmak. avaittlbhl the full functionality of its trInIpCNt facilitiea with a CLEC and
ClEC traffic will not be CM'ied eN., Ameritech's ..ting, IWitchecl network, but only by
dlscret., a.dieM" facilities.

Moreover, t.... Commiuion tinea that both of Amerttech's ULT offerings suffw
from Mv.raJ engi"..ing and aarninistration deficiencies.~ than allawing for the
shared use of aisting caflMlCity on in-ptace fKilit., Anwitech is recommending that
CLECs de.ign, engin.., and build whet amount to """1 intarotrice rietwot'U ju.' to
achieve interoffice connedlon needed to allaw for ubiquitous organization and
termination of their cuatamera' traffIC. The CLEC woutd atlO Nwe to engi"..,. its
network without the t:Ntnefit of any historical tr1IffiC data. The Commisaion il allO
troubled by the fact that Ameritech's transport proposals would cause congestion and I
single point of feiture for CLEC calls at tn. tandem switch. Tandem switches .... not
deSIgned to handle thi. traffic congestion. (ATIT Ex. 8.0, pp. 22-23). The Commission
further not.s that AmtIritec:h's transport proposals would .mount to prohibitively
expensive~ ""'ng UNEs an undesirable .nnnt pi... A CLEC using
Amentech's version of sn.ed tranlport to provision the platform would dKtivelV h.v.
to pay for dedicated transport from .ach Ameritec:h end ofrtca - 255 in Illinois - to
provision its p....I1.1 network. (ATIT Ex. 7.0. p.23).

we atlO conctude tn. Ament.ch Illinois' polltlon., particu"'V ......... in
its Brief on Exceptions, are inconsistent with prior Commis.ion Orders, induding our

106



96-041lI96-0519
ConIoI.

dilClUllian tI the II........ in DockM • AII..QOI (MMtration Decision in Docket
• AII4)I .. 11). we note that In thil proce.ai,. Ameritech Illinois wi.,.. O'lri.n
..".....a AlMritIIch Illinois' commitment to include a trInIiting ,..". in its End
Office Integration T..wr. which' woLl'd describe the f....... twnw .... conditions u
well. prieM for the HNice. (AI Ea. 2.1 It 21). we direct AlMritec:h Illinois to include
trlnSlting l..-oe in its comJ'IillMa wiff Md proviGe supporting COlt ltudiel.

We conctude tnat -common trllnsport- al used in thil proceeding is .ynanyfT1OU$
with what the FCC ....... to .. -.,.,. trMapoI't.- """"'ng the ..,.,.. uta of the
incumbent LEC'I intarOfftaa network includint N IIW. u.. of the existing routing
instructions in the switch. Accordingly, we direct AtMrlteeih Illinois to tile • tariff and
supporting cost ltudy far common or -.harea- trensport in HCOt'CMnCe witn our findinGs
herein, within 4 d8yI of .ntry of this order.

W. shall ....'., an int.-im rate far ...... or cornman trensport equiY....-.t to
10.01304 p.t minute of us tld by AT&T ""a WfJ/tlII:MI. AItttough we
recognize th.t his c:afQJlatian w.s based on certain cammon .nd st'lared coat allocation
adjustments which we hay. not adopted. we ..... with WotIdCom thIIt ;·t il eaaential
th.t AmeritllCh Illinois make the shared transport offering available immediatety. W.
not. tNt a us....itive rate, a. was~ by Mr. 'MIDtMIr. has been apecificIIIIy
enctorIed by tM FCC over tNt ..me aIIjIctiona Nneritee:h IIUnois has r..........
Finally, since Ameritech Illinois h. *" quite 1.10ys in ,.sting the notion of
proyidin; common trwtapar1, Mr. Webber's pt1:)pCtsed interim rat. is the only rate
pre.ented in this record.

AT&T/Mel

On an i.sue directly linked to the provision of Ih8red tr..sport, AT&T and Mel
further cOHrve that Ameritect1 should be required to provide customiz.d routing by
ct••• of can. including customized routing of OS and DA, ••• st8ndatd otfering, .ince
the two offerings (....... transport and customized routing) utitiz. the identical
technology. They referenced Mr. O'Brien's testimony, who indlc:med th.t Ameritech
intends to rlq\,lire ClEC. to resort to a time consuming, burdensome and costly BFR
process to obtll'n euatomized routing by ct.s. of alii when • C.LEe orders more than
25 line etass codas in a switch. (Tr. 1441-42).

.They IIIbeI this qu..ification as unreasonable, given the filet that Ameritech
concedes that t.chnology reqUired for customiZed routing of OSIDA il the sam.
technology used when a CLEC .ubscribe. to A....-ttec:h'. v....ion of "1h.,ed"/c:ledicated
transport - the use of Une cla•• coda.. (Tr. 1441 t' 1730-31). They contend that 25 line
cla'i codes rar.'y, If ev.r, will be sufficient to accomplish seledive routing of catls to
AT&Ts OS/OA platform - one of the primary use, to which AT&T would put custom
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taUt,",. ATIT dllelltmi.... custamtzed"'" of OSIDA will require
afIPf'OXim8tety 80 n,. coM. J* switch. (AT&T Ea. 8.1 at .2).

....Ition of AIMfItHh .

ArI'MIrittIc:h IIUnGia _ it oWer. CUItOmiIeCI routing of OS/DA traffIC witttout
requiring a IFR proce•• Where the number of line cia•• codes to be utlfized by the
~ of ULS'" not..ed 25. It furtlw cantenda tMt. whil. AT&TJMClargue
thee 25 Une ctu. codel il nat ., ....".".., tNy .,... to be canfuaing the
number of line ct_ cad. ". in the context of ULS for the number needed in the
context of r...... where 8dIIMiona1 line ct_ c:odeI .. necMlary if • c::.M1« il to
custom routa OSIDA tnIfIIc with • full mtInU of resotd services. In fts Repty ..... the
Company further stat., that if their position should prove to be correct in the future that
additional line cla.s codes •• needed in the context of ULS, then it will revi.. upward
the number of nne d_"s wttk:lt will be con.i.... pert of a •.,dard order where
a purc:ha••r will not neve to UM"" aFR praca'l.

Commi....n Analysis anll c.ncIualOft

The CommiMiOn rljeeta Amerit..,·. propoaal to ,..,... eLECI to reeort to •
Bana Fide ReQUeSt ("B"") IM'OCMI to obtain custalnizect routing by d_ of call wtwI
a CLEC orders more than 25 linectes. codes in a twiten. This wauld most likeiV appfy
if a carri. wil""ed to have the OS and DA calls of its customers routed to its own
OS/DA platform.

The FCC's regulation, provide tM! Ameriteen is required to ptQvid. requesting
carriers with Mnondiacriminatory access- to -local swttehi,. capability,· ~ich includu
"any technically feasible customized routing fundions provided by the switch: (47
C.F.R. § 51.319). The FCC stated (at 11 538) that incumbent LEes are requi,red -to the
extent technically f••ibl., to provide cu.tomiud routing, which would include such
routing to a competitot'l apemar HtYicel or dlractory aAistance platform.·

Amaritac:h ". l'Mde no effort to demonltrate that it hal provided customized
routing of operator servicelldirectory aSlistance traffic to the extent such routing is
ted'1nic:ally fea.ibIe. As noted above, th. only Iimitatton on Ament.ch's obU_ion to
provide customiZed routing II technical feasibility. The FCC ha. required RIOCs to
prove technical infealiDility of customized routing "in a particular switch" and by "clear
and convincing evidence." (FCC Order' 18; 47 C.F.R.IS1.315(e». TM CommiUian
recognizes ,,,. an IlEe is required to make rnadtflcations to its netwon.. to
ac:commodat. new entrants and the requirements of competition. (FCC Order' 202).

For UlS, Amaritech cld.. that its offer to provide customized routi", on •
standard balis appli.s to aU purchasers of ULS making normaJ requests for customized
routing involving 25 or fewer line class codes. In instances where the use of more than
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25 line ct_ cod. t. requeIted, ICCIOt'dtng to An*1tech'. prctIGNl. IUCh requesta will
continue to be Nnctted througt1 the IFR process.

The Commission find. AnWited'\'s comention of technical infeasibility highly
questionable in Iignt of the fact tNt cu.tomized routing of OIlDA traffic is technically
identicltl to tne cu.tomized routing inherent in ita Shared Carrier Transport and Snareel
Company Tr."spor1 proposals.

Moreover, Arneritech has 1110 oft'ered no support for its planning auumption
tNd les. than 25 tine clns cades Ire required per UlS customer. In filet. the evidence
pnlHnted It hNringindicateel that this assumption il f.... and cam.. like AT&T will
require more tnan 25 line etas code. for robust service otrwi.... such as OIlDA.
(AT&T Ex. 8.', p. "2). As. result. Ameritee:n's custom routing off. that il limited to 25
line cia.. code. i.....nli.lly equivalent to no standard offer custom rauting at .U. Th.
Commission rejects this limitation.

In its Brief an Excepttans Atneriteah lUinoit inclcaled it. intention to provide
customized routing of OSJOA trIIffIc on I s*'dllrdized beli. to puR:hesers of ULS
without a 2S Un. ct.ss code restriction.

III. UNBUNDLeD LOCAL SWITCHING

This proceeding involv•• consideration d Amerftech Illinois' tariff, filed with the
Commission on September 23, '111. "YhUe that *"' ha. been di.miSHd by
agreement of the parti.s, an updllted version is attaehec:I to Mr. O'IIrten', testimony
and. together with that testimony, forms the bUis for ttle Commission·s consideration of
the Companys offering of UNEs; ULS; end office integration; acce•• to poles, conduits,
and rights-of-way; collocation services; unbundled tandem switching: unbundled
directory alsistance; unbundled operator service.; acce.. to unbundled Signaling
System 7; acee•• to unbundled 800 dllt.ba..; acce•• to LIDS databa..; and
unbundled interoffICe transport.

A. Ace... Cit.,.,..

Ameritech Illinois' Position

AmerittlCh lIIinoi. points out that the Acces. Charge Rllform~ resolve. aU
interstate issues with rasped to whether incumbent LEC. can accul Cel~ RIC
charge. in connection witn UlS. Since the FCC's order bec:arM effective on Jun. 17I

1917 the transition period permitting such en_gel now il ended and Ameritech will
comply and will not imposa a CCl or RIC enarg•.

With resped to which carrier bills and colleds access chargel under its
proposals. Am.rit.en disC\Js~.1 twa different configurations. Under the first, a
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purcha.... 1UbeOri.... to ULS .. UMI one 01 ita .... dedlcetecS tranapan options.
UnGer tl1is SC8Mrio. the ULS put~ bitta all IoGlII awttching - .,."aport rat.
elementl to the IXC and rMnl the ,.,.,.... Contiatent with the FCCI Accn.
Charge R*", Or., Ameriteeh will not biU int.-tate eel and RIC chargel ·lnG Mil
not bm suen cMrgtIl on. intra.... bali. either.

Ameritech Illinois contends that different rate trMtrnent shoUld apply if IXC. use
its public switch network (wh. the IXCI. refer to •• the ·common transpart- option) to
originate or terminate the CIlIas to end usera HMId by a tamer which aubsc:ribes to
ULS. U". this second configuretiGn, trMa CornpMy cantenda that the IXC i.
subacriblld to its switched IICCItU .-vice. Therefore, it contenda it thauld but the IXC
for l ..ndM:t, F.... GtDup D access dWges for both ariliNting and twminating
traffic and will not bUt the cwrier purchalin; ULS any ULS c:hargeIln connection with
that traffic. Furtner. the c::an1er wilt not bill the IXC at aU, since It is nat involv.d in the
transport or termination of the c.lt.

Am. ,tech IIUnoi..... tNt Itl~ on e:am. acceu dIarges under the
-=nd confi....ation i. contiatenl with the letter and the intent of the Ad. UlS
purchalet'l lhoutd not be entitled to ..... acceal c:hargeI where Ameritec:h Illinois,
and not the ULS purchaser, in fact proviiea the 1ICC8•• service 0'* its ftId,ltiM.
Ament.en argues that it was clearly not the intent of the AI:l or the~ to ,..
define existing services. Ameritech fufthet cant'" tNt the FCC does not ...... the
issue of moong UNEs and servicel, such U SWitched acca.. I8fYlce. Further, it
argue. that WorIClCom'. position with respect to -1henMt trunk porta does not mandate
a different -Wotlc:h, Amelitech points out ·thM in the AccIIII Ch8r;e Reform Orde"
the FCC ordered that aU trunk part coats be removed from the local lWitc:ning .""nt
and become either dedicated or per-minuaa of-u. rete ""..,ts allOCtllted with the
ac:c:ess trunk. Accordingly, WotIdCom's ~tion thIIt the UlS .... element inctudes •
share of trunk port COlts cannot be carred on a going-forward basi•.

Finally, Ameritech Illinois argues th8t ""e Commiuian's VYhoI_.. Ore*' did not
decide the sp.cific .cce.. en_gel issues tnat ... being acteIreSMd in thil proceeding.
The Company contends that no party hlld deYeloped a po.ition on what fo",", of
transport could be associeted witn the ULS platform in that proceeding, or whet the
access charge implications would be. Accordingly, it is simply wrong to argue that the
CommIssion already hll resolved this issue.

AT.T and Mel

AT&T and MCI opirIe tNt ArMritech's ULS ahring violates the AltA. and the FCC
Order because it depriv. CLEC. of the use of all future., fundIona and car...iti••
of the switen, including the right to provide originMIng n terminating acceu HrVices
for interstate, intrastate and 800 call., and the rt,ht to UN aU functianaiitl. elf tn.
switch without engagin; in a laborious Switch F.atur. Request proces., and ImpoRI
excessive charges for u.e at the ULS element.
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They ... fram ..... FCC Order, which at_ that • CLEC~ the
~ 10Clll ~ing .....,.,t "as t". tight to m.e u.. of that atefMnt to the
maaimum ..-,t "IiDie. The FCC Order deftnes ULS to irIeIude ,.". ..... trunk­s. faciliti.. plUS I" f......, fUnctions, and C8P8bilitin of the switch". (FCC On:ter ,
412). The FCC dried that when a ClEC pL#'Ch." the UlS ...ment. it oDt8tns
accMI to all of the aboYe tutu..... functLons and c.pemtiM on a per line bail.
(Qtjtr on JIttconaidW'ltign, 11 11).

AT&T and Mel further note that this Commi.sion (in its Order in Oac:kat 95­
045810531 at 65) already nat allO deten'nined tNIt the UlS purch..... - and not
Ameritech - will provide acNnge ac:ceu when it HfWI and users.

Contrary to the.. clear FCC and ICC mandM... AT&T Met Mel note that
Ameritech neverthel.S' hal canditiOMd the rigt'It of a ULS subscriber to provide
exchange acce., services - unqueIttanably a fe""'''', Mctiof'l or c:apabiltty of the
switch - and receive revenues therefrom upon the Amerftec:h..impoMd requl,.".,. that
tna CLEC rout.. the nffic: that would us. achange access over I dedicated trunk port
facmty within the local switch. (AT&T Ex. 1.1 at 27). Pun:h_ of this additional
dedicated trunk port (or portion thereof) facility II, of CO&ne, canveniently PII't ­
parcel of Arneritech', version of "shwed" transport.

They summ.-iza thet Ameritech" position M"ONOUlly presumes. nowwer, that
11 is the on. authorized to determine whether or not the ClEC can pray;c:te originating
and terminating accelS Ml'Vice .na nteeiv. the aAOCiated acceu ctwves. AmeI itech
hal itMlf determined that if the ClEC purch.... tha UlS .Iem.nt and a dedicated
trunk patt, the ClEC provide. the uc:nange acces. leNa and catted, the revenues
from the IXC. if. however, the CLEC purchaHs the ULS element. including a U"...ide
port, • trunk·side part and usage, but does not afso purchase a dedicated trunk-side
port and trunk, then Amaritech claims that the switching function must be considered
part of its switched acc:ess ..rvice, for which Arneritec:tl is entitled to charge the IXC,
regardless of the fact tn. the c:atl il origin.ed by or terminated to an end user
customer of the CLEC. (Mel e•. 1.0 at 16-17).

Am.ritech theoriZes that since the ULS purchaser il not as.e.sect a usage
enarge under thil scenario, it has no basis for ctaiming it can provide originating or
terminating acc:eu service. (AI Ex. 2.0 at 27-21; AT&T Ex. '.0 at '). AT&T and MCI
contend that Ameritect\ ,s simply wrong. Ameritech i. not entitled to charge access
cnarge. to IXC, when IXC traffic is originated on or terminated to the elEC't UlS
element. Indeed, 5UCI't a compensation scheme would viola. the c:oat-based pricing
mandates of Section 252(d). (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 15-17; Mel Ex. 2.2' at ..~).

In fact, Mel and AT&T contend that the FCC forecloled precisely whit
Ameritech is trying to do by defining the ULS element to include the tiline-side and
trunk-side facilities p.u. the f.acur.s, fundions and capabilitie. of the switch." FCC
Order 114'2 (empha.is added). While both line-side and trunk-side functionality mUlt
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be avail". in order to lIClCOft1PIilh the switching fI.Inction, the FCC nowhere limited the
trunk-••f~ tNt ILiC. must provide • ~ of the UlS~ el..".nt
only to dedi_.·tnn"" _Uti•. To the c:ontrwy. in dI...lling,.... for ULS in ill
FCC Order," FCC _ ...~ lQIlinat limiting the ULS network element to.
c:IedicIIted truM port. (FCC Order t 110; AT&T Ex. 1.1 at 21). Moreover, in its First
Order on Recon.ideration. the FCC irte:h..lded trunk ports in Its lilt of '1raffic ..".itive
compon.ntl of th.localswitching el.ment.'· (Eirst QrMr on~on. '8).

AT&T .. Mel -..rve that ArMritectt wilMa. alri., was forced to c:ancede
the absurdity of Ameritec:h's position on etoe• ...-rniNltIon. HtI admitted that
regardl••s of the fc that the ULS purchaser aIreIICIy has purc:hued • trunk-side port
and is providing the switching function for III calfs to and from ita end UHf'S, Arnerttech
still contenu it somehOw nat the rignt to perform the switching function for and retain
revenu.. from local_~ ICCMI lef'Vice provided for C.UI orIlinated by and
terrniNlted to end UHf'S of the CLEC unlu. that ClEC ..., purc:t'taHl • dedicated
trunk part and cuRlIn rauting. (Tr. 1373-13).

They cllIim tn.t Mr. o'en., .so~ thllt uMer its ULS prapOMI.
AmeritllCh WOYld douDt.-rec:ovw the ccm of the line port on inttnt8te caUl - once from
the IXC through IWitched accn. c:h.... and agefn fram the CLEC through the ULS
charg8. (Tr. 1318-.). He was forced to a.mit thet AlMritech "would al. double­
recover the fUll cast of the trunk pari - once from the CLlC, and ....n through
switched accaSI dWgH tram IXC. for the oriQjMtiof"l and termlnatJan of both interstate
and intrastate caU.. (Tr. 1317-11, 137~75; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 52-53).

In sum, AT&T anel MCI conclude that Ameritach INIy nat ....ict the services it
offers to UN! purchuers, including UlS and/or platform purcha..,.. (FCC Ord. t
292). A UlS purcha..r is entitled to pr'Oviae the switching function Md b.
compensatea for it, iJl.IILSiIIt.I. The ClEC, not Ameritllch, provides the locat switching
for exchange accau trllffic to originate or terminate call. to or from it. customers, and
both tne FCC and this Comminlon uplicltly have gr1Inted the ULS purchaser the right
to provide tnos. service. and coll.ct tho.. accau charges.

AT&T and MCI rebut Am.ritech Illinois' concerns as to the tect'lnical feasibility of
providing billing information to CLECs in order for them to bill IXC. for t.rminaling

. access under Staffs and intervenors' definition of common/.hared transpon. As AT&T
witne.. Sh.~ testified on cross e.amination, it indeed is technically f....bl. for
Ameritech to provide information to CLECs on • daily and monthly ba.is sufrlCient to
allow ULS sublcribets to bill IXC. terminating carrier acce•• charges. In fact, several
RBOCs either have IgfHd voluntarily to or hav. been ordered by state ccmmillions to
provide such information.
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WOl'ldCom witnesa Gtltan identifies three components of~ -.cas
servic.: the loop, the local switch. and the tr."sport to InCS from the 10CII1Witch. For
several yurs, the FCC nas reprdad tne loop/local switching and the tranaport ••
s..,._ access components. Th. va" majority of ac:ceu .,.,... relate ~ tha ~~ of
the fir.t group, the loopIIoc::al IWitd't th. serve tna end-u..... Th_ facilities JOintly
provide local servtce and access HtVtce. The,.,., the so'a source of switching
~•• service is the local provider. The swttc:htng charges that typally apply ... the
local switet'ling, the cam« common lina charga and the residual intercannedion
charga.

WortdCom objects to Amerit.chls .s.rtion that 1M trunk ports on the local
switch which canned to the interexcna. C8rriers' transport circuits .... a feature of
the switch tNit can De used only by Ameritec:h, .......,... AmIIritllCh I' the provider
of all switched access service. WorIclCam argues tNt this is COt *1lI'Y to the decisions
of the FCC and the Commission that the pur".'" of the IOCII awitch obtai"' every
femunt, function and ~bitity of the local switch without ..caption. WortdCom
submits that the FCC rtIIIde clear that ttIe rate cf access provider W. InatricIIbIy
linked to the purcha.. of the loal switching network ...m.nt.. thrOugh which the
purchasing carrier obtlins bClusive rilht to provide ., teatu...., funetiona InCt
capabilities of tha switching, including IWttchin; for eacMnge access .nd local
exct'lange service for ttIM end us•.

Mr. Gillin testtfiad thlt Ameritech's propo.al would result in Ameritech retaining
an aeeess monopoly because interexchange carriers are not likely ta establish
separate access transport networks simply to access the customer bas. of new
entrants who would enter the market without a single customer.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

As an RIOe Ameritech is required to provide loc.I switching unbundled from
local loop facilities and local t,..nsport. (.7 U.S.C. § 271 (c)(2)(8)(vi». As an incumbent
LEe, Ameritec:h is required to provide nondiscriminatory access to tocal swttching a. an
unbundled network element. (447 C.F.R. § 51.319(c». The FCC haa stated that -a
carrier that purchase. the untu1dled local switching element ta serve an end user
effectively obtains the exclusive right to proyid. eU features, functions, and capabilities
of the switch, induding switching for exenange access Ind local exchange ..rvic.. II

(Order Qn RecpnaidlrltlAD, ~ 11).

Ameritech's proposal far the unbundling of local switchi", is contained in its
·ULS· offering. This Commis.ion finds that Ameritech'. ULS ptapOsa' conftletl wtth the
FCC's Order, and with this Commission's Order in the Whole..lelPlatform Clse. in at
least three fundamental respeds. First, it impermissibly restricts the carrier purchlsing
ULS from providing service (originating and terminating access) which a purchasing
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carrier may ptOVide using the switch. Second,. already noted eave, it fail. to
include the custamized rauting which is 8 part (8 ''fe'''''' or ''function") of the twitch
and to ~ich • pun:hasing carrier is entitled. T"ird, it impoael improper. c:taargeI on a
purchasinG carrier.

As IndIcat. abOve, tt"I. FCC hH made it "icit that the incumbent LEe may
not ....trict the "Nices that may De off..cI by a purctt... Of uNiluncfted ...-.ark
.,."*,11, indudi,. the unbundled local switch and the platform. (FCC 0,.." 292).
ThuI, consiltent with the Act, a purcha.. of the unbundled local switch muM be
permitted to off. originating an. terminating accaA for caUl made and rec:aived by its
customerl. Consequently, the competing CLEC ~ich pun::haHs ULS il tmtitted to
recoy.r ariginating and terminating access charge. from the interexchange canitIr in
tMse circumltances. The FCC .tated:

we a. nate that where new entrants purchaM acce.. to
.unAlunaled network ...ments to provide~ IlCCIeSS
.-vices, whether or not they are also offering ton leNa.
ttYough suan ....".".., the new entr8nts may .....1
....... IICDI.. Chwges to [~ caniersJ
origiMting or terminating toll call. on thole elements. In
theM circumatMcel, inc:umtMlnt LECs mar not .....
.....,g..... cNrgu to ... [c:arn.-a) I:MIcauM the
new entrants, rather tt"I8n the inc:urna.u, witl be pravicalng
exchange acce.. Servicel, and to allOw othWNi. would
permit incumMnt LEC. to recaive compensation in excell
of network costa in via~tion 01 the pricing stand.a in
section 252(d). (FCC Order, , 313, n. n2).

Thil Commil.ion similarly ruled in the wnclesate CaM that CM1ers purchasing
tn~ switch platform are entitled to provide acces. and receive the associated revenue•.
(Whol...,. Ord.r (June 26, 1996), p. 65).

Ameritech's pi., to retain originating and terminating -=cell is in contravention
of the Act and the FCC'. and this Commission's order.. Ameritecn ha. decided not to
ch_ge the ULS switch purcha••r the appropriate usage charge for originating and
terminating a..11 traffic, and on that basis it contends it i. entitled to retain the access
revenue•. Ametitec:h'. position is impermissible. Ameritech cannot, consi.tent wtth the
FCC and ICC order cited abo"e, be permittttct limply to fcngo collection of c:taargeI for
originating and terminating usage under ULS and use that •• an excuse to reaun the
acce.s revenues. Rather, use of the switch by the purch.sing carrier mult be
unrestricted and, if that carri.r choos.. to pro"ide accen, it must receive the
corresponding revenues. The choice is that of the purchaaing carrier. not of Ameritaeh.

Moreoy.r, Ameritech witness Mr. O'Brien conceded that under itl ULS proposal.
Ameritech would double recover the cast of the line port on interstate calls - once from
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the IXC ttvouth tIWitc::NG ..... ctwI- and agIIin from the CLEC through the UlS
ch..... (Tr. 13".). Mr. O'Brien...80 f8rc::M tD -*"it thet Anwitech WQUJd also
douDte recover the full cost of tM tnmk port - once from the ClEC........... ttvougt'\
switched acceu cI'\~ from IXCs for the origination and termination of both interstate
and intr.t8te caU.. (Tr. 1.7.., 137..75; MCI Ex. 2.2P, pp. 52-53). The
CommissiDn finds the.. forms of daubt. recovtMY~.ble.

The Commis.ion ..., rejects Ameritechls concern•• to the technical felsibility
of providing biMing infonMtion to CLECs in order for ttlem to biU tXC. for terminating-=-. under Staff and intetWnOfl' def1nttion of ~mon t....port. The Commission
ao..... wtth AT&T..Mel thIIt it i. incl... t..,icaIty faai. for Ameriteen to provide
information to ClEC. on a daily Wtet montI'tfy bali. sufficient to anow UNE subecribers
to btU IXC. terminating carrier access ch8r;es. The Commission finds it quit.
instructive that many Dttw' FtBCe. have voklntarily agr.ed to or nave be.n ordered by
state commissions to provide .uch informltion.

In its IritIf on .....ions Ameritech IlItnoi. indicated its intention to ebide bV the
FCC's Third Order on Recan.....ion·. t1ndlnSl on access charges, although it intends
to enanenge tne legality of thlt On*.

a. U.... Detffllopmenl .nd Implemen,.'lon

AT&T/Mel

AT&T and MCI t8ke iuue with Anwitech's UlS tariff that proposes an exorbitant
Usage Development and Implementation Ctwga of 133,_.11 to be impollet on a
per.switch per-clrrier bali. to each UlS subscriber. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at '''''). As
AT&T witness Henson testified, it is highly queationabte whether such sunk COlts nave
any relevance to • forward-looking cost analysis. (AT&T Ex. '.0 at 68, 'n. 72; AT&T
Ex. 8.0 at '9). Moreover, as Mr. Stwry and WortdCom witne.. Gillan point out. 73"'- of
the costs Ameritech proposes to recover with the Us. Devefopm.-.t and
Imp'ementation Charge are COlts associated wi" trunk t»illing =-pebility. (AT&T ex.
8.1 at 25; WoridCom Ex. 1.2 at 19). The.e trunk billing Cllpability COlt. are COlts
conneded with ttMt deP'oyment of dedicated trunk ports, which .1 nece••ary only under
Amefitech's improper interpretation of unbundled shared/dedicated trlnsport, an
interpretation which violat.s the very '.tter of the FCC Order. AI such, th... COllI are
improper. and should be excluded. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 25; ATIT Ex. '.2P at ":
WorldCom Ex. , .2P a' , 9).

To the extent the Commission nevertheless deems the recovery of way of tn...
costs appropriate, AT&T and MCI contend that they should be recovered in •
competitively neutral manner from all network users - including Ameritech, who also
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witt beMfit from the Dilling end trunk orcIIf'Ing.~ ae:ttvit.... (WortdCom Ex.
1.2 at 11; AT&T Ex. 1.2P at 11; AT&T Ex. a.o at 11: AT&T Ex. •.1 at 24; Mel Ex. 2.2P
.27).

Addition.Uy. even If competitively neWtI recovery II provicSed for, the
Commission should review Ameri&ech'. propos" for .....in; at c:ak:ulating Ifti.
charge on a per-switen per-earri.,. basi. to ensure tn8t there is no ov.r-recovery by
Amlrlteeh of tha.. "one time" co..., a concam Amerltech', current prDtIOu' dOH noe
all8Y, but e.etlrbat••. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 20). Mr. crtri...•• ...."ation of Ameritech's
demand a.timata prac:II" give. no indicatian that the Company con.idered the
~ associated with AT&TI""'" for a plattonn trial, and limilar requeeta to be
anticipMed tram other CLECs, in _i,. the level fat its proposed Usage Development
lind Implementation Charge. (AT&T Ea. 11.1 at 28). Mr. O'In.", thtI witnass
sponsoring Ameritec:h ULS offering, tNtiftecf on croll .amin8tion It* he wal unaware
that AT&T nad ord.ed the platform in lIIinoi•. (Tr.1447-41). .

AT&T and Mel abHMt that ArMri1ech'. dlIm.- eItim.... ..., negtect to
include a" 1Witc:he1 in it' regton deSpite the filet tNt It i, requiNd by law to provide
ULS in each and every ona of them, and neglect to include It •• cerrier thIIt wiN uN
and benefit from it. adivitia.. (WortdCom Ex.1.1 at 10-11; Staff Ex. , .02P at 13).

They propoa. that Ameritech be required to support this charge with weft­
documented COlt studi.I, removing the obvious errors noted above. Competitivaly
neutral COlt recovery is recommended. To the extent the Commil.ion ._ItIat,thi.
charge is appropriate at all. t....y propos. that it should ...lilh • per-earriar par­
Mtch charge somewtIttre in the range of the Mr. Gillanl

, c:onwc:ted cak:u18tion of
$33.34 per-e:am.r per-Mitch, and Mr. Price'. calculation of 51•.24 per~ier per­
switch. (Steff &. 1,02P at 12-14). To ensure that the charge JI terminated aftar the
demand e.timate. nave been rNChed, a trIIcking, true-up and refund procedure should
be established 10 that Amaritac:h does not overrecov.. an~ co.ta ultimately approved
by the Commission.

WorldCom

Mr. Ginan testified that the proposed Inu,. Eltablishmant Charge Of mara that
$33,000 per ULS switch i. dramatically overstated. By uling more ru."aol. d.mand
projections and r.moving a category of costs that .. of ~tach'sown cre.tion, this
enarg. (if it i. retain. at aU) fa"s to l.sI Iftan 530 per switch. tf c:oncaoNd in its
present inflated and unjustified form, Am.itec:h's prapoHd Billing EstaDliltVnant
Charge would ental. an artificial, yet highly effective, barrier to .ntry. (WortdCom
Exhibit 1.2 at 2).

Mr. Gillan stIIta. funher that the charge "is a propo..' by Ameritech to impoa on
ULS purchaser. a one-time charg. of $33,ee8.81 per switch yto rKOver (1) COlt. to
Identify different types of calls (interswiten and intraswitch, for instance), and (2) costs
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